Issue 49:

Status:

Tssue 50;

Statas:

Issue 51:

Status:

’j

Issue 52:

e RAAMA-  drgp s ey

Listing Of luines, Disoosicion, Siats and Dicestet

Sh“ﬂdsmbeﬂlowedtoshm,wiﬂuﬂlirdpany,thelpecmonnlocalhop
for voice and data when Supra purchases a loop/port combination and if s0, under
what rates, terms and conditions?

BellSouth’s proposed implementation limited the FPSC determination to the
provisioning of BellSouth's current FastAccess service and failed to state that
BellSouth would continue providing the DSL service over the same UNE line.
During recent negotiations, Supra requested clarifying language that would preclude
BellSouth from refusing to provide another similar or successor high speed internet
access service; to which BellSouth agreed in principal although no language had yet
been proposed.  Supra also requested clarifying language stating that BeliSouth
would not refuse to provide the data service over the same UNE line providing
Supra’s voice service. BellSouth refised to provide this language, advising that
BellSouth would not provide DSL service over the same UNE line carrying Supra’s
vaice service. Aomﬁndy.ldimeﬂluomﬂnimplmmhﬁmofﬂl_i_lm
Yes. - -

Inue 50
What are the appropriate rates and charges for unbundled network elements and
combinations of network elements?
Agreement during Inter-Company Review Board Meetings and/or Issue
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation). ‘
The parties agreed to withdaw this issue as a separate issue because it was
redundant of Issue 18(B), above.
Not Applicable.

Lo 51
Should BeliSouth be allowed to impose a manual ordering charge whea it fails to
provide an electronic interface?
Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implemeatation).
BellSouths proposed implementation had placed the agreed language omly in
Attachment 1 (Resale). Supra requested that the same language also be included in
Attachment '2 (Unbundled Network Elements) and Attachment 7 (Interface
Ordering). BellSouth agreed to make these changes subject to Supma’s review.
Assuming that BellSouth made the requested language sdditions and/or changes,
thexe will be no dispute over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue.
Tentatively - No.

Iemye 52

For purposes of the Interconnection Agreement between Supra Telecom and
BellSouth, should the resale discount apply to all telecommunication services
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BellSouth provides to end users, regardless of the tariff in which the service is
contained?

Disposition: Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).

Status: During recent negotiations, BellSouth agreed to make certzin language changes.
Assuming BellSouth made the requested language changes, there will be no dispute
over BellSouths proposed implementation of this issue.

Disputed:  Tentatively - No.

Iagye 53
Issue 53: How ahould the demarcation points for UNEs be determined?
Disposition: Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
Status: As part of the parties’ agreement in the fall 2001, certain language was agreed upon
which required the creation of a whole new Exhibit "B" to Attachment 2
(Unbundled Network Elements). That new exhibit was to conceptually deal with
~  inter-camier compensation under a wide variety of calling circumatances. This new
— Exhibit "B” to Attachment 2, was also to have relevance when service was to be
provided using a combination of Local Interconnection and Unbundled Network
Elements. The language agreed upon as part of this issue resolution was related to
agreed language proposed for Iasues 7, 13, 25B, 26 and 27. In addition, the parties
had agreed to address Issue 14 in the language agreed upon for Issue 25B. Thus the
language agreed upon in this issue was inter-related and inter-dependent upon
numerous matters raised in Issues 7, 14, 13, 25B, 26 and 53, all of which were
supposed to be addressed in revised Attachment 2 (Unbundled Network Elements)
and revised Attachment 3 (Local Interconnection). In the fall of 2001, the parties
had reached tentative agreements regarding language which needed to be
implemented into a follow-on agreement. The reason for not agreeing upon the
actual implementation was because a dispute also existed as to which template was
to be used. The parties always understood and agreed that the process of
implementing agreed language, required not only inserting the agreed lmguage in
appropriste places, but also removing conflicting language and making other
changes consistent with the partics’ agreements in principal. BellSouth’s proposed
implementation involved inserting agreed language only into Attachment 2
. (Unbundled Network Elements) and Attachment 4 (Callocation). Portions of the
agreed language should have also been inserted into parts of Attachment 3 (Local
. - Interconnection) as well. Moreover, BellSouth made further errors by repeating
some of the language twice in Attachment 2. Notwithstanding the above,
implementstion of the agreed language on this issue requires a rewrite of
Attachment 2 (Unbundled Network Elements) and Attachment 3 (Local
Interconnection); which the parties have not yet been able to agree upon. Since the
parties have not been able to agree upon BellSouth’s proposcd implementation of
language agrecd upon for this issue, the parties are currently disputing this issue.
Disputed:  Yes.
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Inome 54

Issue 54: ShonldBellSouthbemqmmdtodevelopmeindusuymndndEDIpm-adﬂiu
intufaee? (REDI) without charging Supra Telecom for the up-front development
costy

Disposition: Agreement during Inter-Company Review Board Meetin gs andor Issue
Kentification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).

Status: Thepuﬁulgmuimwﬁthdnwﬂlisilmebmdupmﬂwpmﬁu'mﬁﬂl
:upectmmw(above);inmathlSouthwumpmvidesmwiﬂlmb‘
the ED] interfaces being used by MCI (i.e. "CAFE" and "EDI™).

Disputed:  Not Applicable.

Inme 55
Issue 55: Mwummmammmwmmmm
-~ ﬁﬂmmmﬁmdhmwmmtmm _

Disposition: Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
Statas: Nod'upmeoqueIISwth'opmpondimplmennﬁnn of this issue.
Disputed:  No. '

lane 56 |

Issue 56: ShouldBeﬂSwﬂipmvideala'vicemqtﬁrymfmhcalmviwul;n-
ordering function?

W:Ammmcmmymmwwam
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).

Status; Thepuﬁesagmedtowidukawthisinmebuaduponﬂmpuﬁu'agmmmwim
:espeetmisme39(above):inﬂmt3eﬂ8wﬂ1wnmpmvide8u1nwiﬂnmb
the EDI interfaces being used by MCI (i.c. "CAFE” and “EDT"). Accordingly, to
BellSouth MCTs "EDI" was supposed to include a service inquiry process. The best
msdﬁmofﬂﬁsmwmbeaminﬂnfouawmmﬂmumv
m'mﬁmaminqﬁqmadmplyawdﬁuﬁmﬂminanm
"EDI" contains such a process. Since BellSouth has not implemented the parties

- wmd&ukm”.dﬁaimwismﬁvdyindilpme. '

Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

' -_—

lamie 57 (Arbitrated Portion)
Issue 57 Should BellSouth be required to provide dowmloads of RSAG and LFACS
dnabmwim:ﬁmmmdwimm?
Disposition: FPSC determination. :
Status: Aspmofﬂnmo!uﬁouofhueﬁ.ﬁupuﬁuagmedﬂutSumouﬂdM
downloads of RSAG , with BellSouth offering provide the downloads under the
same terms and conditions made available to MCL Because Supra believed it
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A A smmmeimine vy s e

shouldnothavewexecutedancwﬁomsingagtmtorpayaherchmfoﬂhe
down]oark.ﬂﬁsiuuewuh&forﬂul’PSChmhﬁm. Thus the issve before the

Ismie 57 (Agreed Portion) :
Issue 57: swmmumummmmﬂsmsmdmcm
wiﬂunlicﬁumumdwiﬂmebq?
Disposition: Amptiortoevidenﬁlryhuﬁng(mbjecnoimplummﬁon).
Status: Nodimovu-BeHSwﬂa'spmpouedimplemmtnﬁonofﬂﬁsism
Disputed:  No. ‘

Issue 58: Whﬂmﬂwappﬁcnbhmdaingchmwhmelec&onicinmfmminplmbut
they fail to work?

Disposition: Agreement during Inter-Company Review Board Meetings and/or Issue
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).

Status: Thnpuﬁaagtudwwimdmwﬂ:isismuuepmissuebecamitwuincluded
in (and thus redundant of) Issue 29, above. :

Disputed:  Not Applicable.

Iese 59 ]
Issue 59: ShouﬂdSmhemquimdtopayfuapediwdmviee when BeliSouth provides
mmmmmmm.mwawmsm'ammmmm

Atatus: TheFPSCnuedﬂmSupndidnothavetopaymexpediwdmvicechn‘gewhm

BellSouth fails to meet the promised expedited date. BellSouth's proposed Ianguage

o ﬁmmmmycmfndonbecmiuppemtodlowmomhwimpoulfee

for expedited service, if the service is ultimately provided after BellSouth's standard

inmd(thmbdngmmmeuunmdymdm with the service). Novertheless,

Supnbaﬁevuﬂmﬁnﬂwrneguﬁaﬁonmybeabletomolvemedimnonthiu
issue. -

Disputed: entatively - Yes.
Issue 60

Page 20 of 22

Page F20




Issue 60:

Status:

Disputed:

WhenBcﬂSouﬂlmjectsorcla:iﬁuaSupnmﬂa'.shouldBcHSoumbemquimdw
idmﬁfysﬂmminthemderﬂmcmsedittobemjmdorclaﬁﬁed?

FPSC determination,
mmcmmuﬁﬂwmwmm:mﬁmwm
provides that BellSouth shall "identify all readily apparent errors in the LSR at the
time of rejection, M&ouﬂ;ﬂeﬂmmdhimhﬁeﬁmﬂulmmhiﬂ
the FPSC ruling, Thnmgninglwiscﬁsmduﬁminpetﬁmntpmtn
fouows:'BuﬂSwﬂuhunonlybemqlﬁmdtoidmﬁfyﬂmeﬂimedﬂn
rejection.” m:lmwdounotimphnmt&w.FPSChnﬂingmdﬂmmism
is disputed. M,Smbeﬁmﬂmfmﬂmmgoﬁaﬁmmyhaablew
resolve the dispute on this issue,

Tentatively - Yes.

—

| Immcsl
Issue 61: ~Should BellSouth be allowed to drop or "purge” orders? If so, under what

circumstances may BeliSouth be allowed to drop or "purge” orders, and what notice
should be given, if any?

FPSC determination,

No dispute over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue,

No.

Should BellSouth be required to provide completion notices for manual orders for
the purposes of the interconnection agreement? _

FPSC determination.

No dispute over BeliSouth's proposed implementation of this issue.

No.

Iosue 63
lhderwhncimnm,ifmy,wmﬂdﬂeusmuperminedmdiwomect
service to Supra for nonpayment?

FPSC determination.

No dispute over BellSouth’ proposed implementation of this issue. However, 2
mmmma@mmmmlmmmmwma
dispute can be considered legitimate. The dispute over Issue 11A deals with how a
chnpiadoaneddisptmdcrmdi-pumd. However, since the clarifying language
requested probably concems Issue 11A (sbove) more than this issue, Supn
concedes that pethaps the parties’ dispute should be addressed under Issne 11A
(above),

Tentatively - No.
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Issue 64: Shaﬂdthekﬁumnmcﬁmmtmtﬁnapmvisimembﬁxhingﬂw
BeﬂSwﬂ:vdﬂmﬁdewviminmyoombimﬁmmqusmrmm?

Dlspodﬂon:Agm:mtdminghter-CompmyReviewBouﬂMeeﬁngsmdlorhﬂn
Ideatification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).

Status: mepnrﬁulgmdmwimdnwﬂ:iliuueuasepumimubecmitwuhcluded
in(mdmthmdmtot)hmzl.ﬂ.ﬂ.mdloru,above. Nevestheless the FPSC-

Insue 65
Insue 65: Shmﬂdﬂupuﬁubeﬁableigdamqu,wiﬂunﬂiaﬁmyup,wmmfw
- -Mﬁhemhminmumemmdﬂmmﬁymumofﬂn
wﬂmﬁﬁmdﬂwmtfamofﬂﬁsmmm
agreement?

Disposition: FPSC determination,

Status: TheFPSCt_hclinedtoreqtﬁmdleadopdmofmypmvisionwlﬁcbimpond
ﬁmiuﬂmuofﬁlbimyonmypmyfmb:mhesofmmtmdoﬁmmp. The
FPSC:bdaimappemmhnvcbemdriven.inpm,bymsﬁmﬁomliuuurﬁnd
byimpmingmymhﬁnﬁhﬁononm BellSouth’s proposed implementation

Mmmmmwmmmmwmww
Indlismwd.BeﬂSomhmodiﬁediummphminmﬁonIGofﬂmeen!Tm
nndediﬁom,insuchammerﬂntpmpuummqmmepuﬁambdnglﬂ
disputes before the FPSC. This provision, which had not been required by the
FPSC.pmpmntopncludeSupnﬁommﬁngmlMﬁomdduﬂnRJCamy
court of competent jurisdiction. Sinoeﬂ:eFPSChaanomﬂmitytotwuddmgn.
BellSmhhpmpocedimplemenuﬁonnehtoelinﬂnneSumtﬁglnwmk
dmapfahuchaof&efolhwmwmmwﬁchdhwﬂywcu

at meFPSCtmﬁngmﬂﬁniuue.TthupadimBeﬂsmiptw
implementation of this issue. -

Dispyged:  Yes. - -

Inue 66

Issue 66: ShmddSumbeablewobﬁnspedﬁcpafmnmuamedyforBenSouﬂl'l
bmdwfcamforp\npomofﬂnisintacmmcﬁonagtmem?

Disposition: FPSC determination,

Status; No dispute over BellSouth's proposed implementation of this issne.

Disputed: No.

Page 22 of 22

Page E22




rom: Foliensbes, Greg [Greg.Follensbee @ BeliSouth.com]
;.nu Thursday, July 18, 2002 4:27 PM
To: "Buechele, Mark’; Jordan, Parkey
Ce: Nilson, Dave
Sublject: RE: Supra Agreement for Fifing July 15, 2002
AL BST-Supra
KCA_7-15-02.3p (...

I apologize for the previocus email. I simply attached the wrong zip file.
This is the one that should have been sent.

Interconnection Carrier Services
404 927 7198 v

404 529 7835 £
greg.follsnabea@bellsouth, con

----- Original Message----- - -
From: Buschele, Mark [mailto:Mark.Buecheledstis.com)

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2002 1:09 PM

To: 'Jordan, Parkey’

Cc: 'Follensbee, Greg’; Nilson, Dave; Buachele, Mark

Subject: RE: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002

Parkey:
The games never seem to end! Do they?

I just received an e-mail from Greg Follensbee in which he encloses an electronic versiom
of the June 10, 1997 interconnection agreement between BellSouth and AT&T. As you may
recall, I had asked you for a copy of this document back in the summer of 2000, but you
refused claiming that the document did not exist. Although, it is nice to know now the
docunent really did exist (and that you were simply negotiating in bad faith). this is
atill not the document which I have been requesting since Monday.

You know what I want, i.e. an electronic copy of the interconnection agreemesnt BellSouth
filed with the FPSC on Monday {July 15th). EBither provide me with a copy, or openly state
that you refuse to do so. However, pleage don‘t continue playing these stupid games.

MEB. . ¢

‘ -
-~--=0riginal Message--~---
From: Buechele, Mark
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2002 10:10 AM
To: ‘Jordan, Parkey’ '
Cc: ‘Follensbee, Greg’; Nilson, Dave; Buechele, Mark
Subject: RE: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002

Parkey:
T will also note that last Friday when we spoke at length, I questioned you and Greg as to
“hether or not BellSouth was going to unilaterally file an agreement without at least

providing me a electronic copy for comparison. At which point you stated that of course
You would provide me the electronic version. When it became apparent on Monday that

Composite Exhibit 2"
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BellSouth was teking the instant bad fajth approach to this problem apd unilaterally
filing an agreement. 1 sent you my firgt e-mail requesting an electronic copy. Obviously,
BellSouth does not wish to make it emsy for me to compare the changes made to the document

filed,

----- Original Message-----
From: Buechele, Mark

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2002 9:48 aM

To: 'Jordan, Parkey’; Buechele, Mark

Cc: Follensbee, Greg: Nilson, Dave

Subject: RB: Supra Rgreement for Piling July 15, 2002

Parkey:

As we all know, there are deadlines in responding to the ridiculous motion f£iled by
BellSouth on Monday. I trust the tacticians at BellSouth will send me a copy sometime
socn. After all, you are starting to run out of excuses.

MEB.

----- Original Msssage-----

From: Jordan, Parkey [wailto:Parkey.JordanéBellSouth.COM]

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2002 9:15 AN - ” -

To: ‘Buechele, Mark’; Jordan, Parkey
Cc: Pollenshes, Greg; Nilson, Dava
Subject: RE: Supra Agreemsnt for Filing July 15, 2002

Your accusations are unsupportable. We received a request fram you and we complied, 1
apologize that we cannot anticipate your desires, -but perhaps we would not have these
migunderstandings if you would clearly explain what you want. As soon as Greg has an
epportunity, he can send you the files.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telacommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

--~==Qriginal Message-----

Prom: Buechele, Mark [mailto:Mark.Buechele@stis.com)
Sent: Wednasday, July 17, 2002 6:26 PM ’

To: ‘Jordan, Parkey’: Buachele, Mark

Ce: Follansbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002

Parkey:

Unfortunately, the sad reality is that in dsaling with BellSouth, every word must be
carafully geasured or else BellSouth will take advance of the slightest ambiguity (which
often becomes twisted and distorted), in order to stall, delay, and otherwise provide the
requesting party with nothing. :

Parkey, I obviously want to electronically compare the document BellSouth filed with the
FPSC on Monday, with the template filed by BsllSouth in September 2000. In this way I can
verify what changes were made without relying upon BellScuth’s representations {which are
often incorrect) or going blind trying to match up changes. Moreover, I do not want to
have to spend an inordinate amount of time making these comparisons manually.

Your response today ignores the fact that BellSouth could have easily inserted new
language elsawhere ths proposed agreement which has never even been seen or discussed
before (this of course, would not be a first for BellSouth). You are obviously aware of
the fact that I wish to compare the documents electronically, and that such as compariscn
is highly impractical {and literally impossible on short notice) with either a paper copy
°f a PDF version. Hence the gamesmanahip being displayed by you and Greg Follensbes.

2
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I will also note that thie is not the first time that BellSouth hag refused to provida an
elsctronic copy of an Interconnection Agreement. As you may recall, for tactical reasons,
you refused to provide me a copy of the ATT/BellSouth agreement when we were negotiating
back in the summexr of 2000 (some things never change).

My prior requests assumed professional courtesy by you and BellSouth in assisting me to
deal with certain represantations being made by BellSouth to the FPSC. Civen the fact
that BellSouth unilaterally filed its proposed Interconnection Agreepent without first
allowing me to review the same, I should not be surprised that BellSouth is merely playing
hardball and uding abusive litigatiem tactics. If such tactics continue. I promime to
maks mention of your behavior in this regard to the FPSC.

-—~--Qriginal Massage-----

From: Jordan, Parkey [mailto:Parkey.Jordan@BellSouth.COM)
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2002 6:02 PM

To: ’Buechele, Mark’; Jordan, Parkey

Cc: Follensbes, Grey; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002 _
Mark, I apologize for not seeing your messages earlier, but you must understand that we
are not sitting at our computers waiting for messages from you. Both Greg and I have been
sway from our dasks all day {(and Greg is still away at a Supra hearing}. First, you asked
for what we filed with the PSC. Greg provided you what we filed at the PSC. We gave you
exactly what you requested and have no reason to think you wanted anything diffarent.
Sacond, the changes made to the filed agreement are the changes that you and BellSouth
discussed over the last wesk or so. TYou should have notes regarding those changes, as we
agreed to both wording and location. Therefore, you CAN review the document we filed with
the PSC - the one Greg sent you yesterday - to determine whether we made the changes to
which the parties agreed. All of the changes to which the parties agreed are alwo set out
in my emails to you.

When you say you want the game version we sent you in June, I assume you still have that
version. I suppose you are now requesting that we email you the individual attachments as
they were modified, converted to a PDF file and filed with the PSC. Your accusation that
we ars game playing is unfounded, considering we thought we were complying with your
request. I do not have the document in any other format, and as I said, Greg is ocut
today. When he returns to his office, he can send you what you want. Please confirm that
my above assumption is now correct.

Parksy Jordan
Bellgouth Telecommunications, Ine,
404-335-0784

&

--—-Origistal Kessage-----

From: Buechele, Mark [mailto:Mark.Buechele$atis.com)
Seat: Wednesday, July 17, 2002 12:08 PM

To: Jordan, Parkey

Cc: ‘Follensbes, Greg': Nilgon, Dave .
Subject: FW: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002

Parkey:
I am still waiting...... for at least a response.
MEB.

-----Original Mesgage-----
'rom: Buechele, Mark
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Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2002 10:12 am

To: ’Follensbee, Greg'; Buechelas, Mark

Cc: Joxrdan, Parkey; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Supra Agreement for Filing July 15, 2002

Parkey & Greg:

Thank you for the PDF version. However, this is not what I asked for and I Surs You know
that!

I need the electronic version (not the picture file version} in order to verify the
accuracy of alleged changes made and other representations being made by BellSouth to the
Florida Public Service Commismion. (You know, the same version provided to Suprs last
month when we began negotiating the follow-on agreement).

If for tactical reasons, BellSouth does not wish to provide me a copy of this versionm,
then don‘t play games, just say no! ,

~v—==Qriginal Message-----

From: Follenshee, Greg [mailto:Greg.Follensbee@BellSouth.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2002 6:34 PM

Lo: ‘Mark Buachele’ _ o=
CC:'JO!dIﬂ. PItkIY - - -
Subject: FMW:Supra Agresment for Filing July 15, 2002 -

Importance: High "
Mark,

I have other things to do besidas Supra. I do not appreciate your last message. You
could have gotten copy from your client just as easily.

Interconnection Carrier Services
4084 9537 7198 v

404 529 7839 £
greg.follensbeedbellsouth.com

> > «<<Supra Revisged 071502.pdf>>
>

>
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*fhe information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it ia
addressed and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged material. Any
Teview, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance
upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intanded recipient is
prohihited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the
naterial from all computers.®

- ) -

7
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Buechele, Mark

Pagel of2

From: Buschele, Mark

Sent:  Tuseday, July 18, 2002 6:30 PM

To: ‘Jordan, Parkey'; Buschale, Mark

Ce: Follensbee, Grag; Nieon, Dave

Subject: RE: BeliSouth interconnection Agreement

Parkey:
1 am stili waiting......

'H&Bamm1mwwhlwmmwubnbrmdm,mmmwmm“

delays. Just be honest and say nol
MEB.

——Origifial Message-— B -
From: Jordan, Perkey (malito:Parkey Jordan@BeilSouth.COM)
Sant: Tuesday, July 16, 2002 2:07 PM

Greg is going to send you a copy of what we filed. I think he has been away from his computer

this moming, but he will send it as soon as he has a minute.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

~—Original Message—

Prom: Buechele, Mark [maiito:Mark,Buechele@stis.com]
Sent: Tuesday, Jily 16, 2002 10:29 AM

Tea: ‘Jordan, Parkey’

Cc: Follensbee, Greg; Nitson, Dave '

Subject: FW: BeliSouth Interconnection Agreement

Just up on my e-mall of attached and tele dmhn;mw.
following my youtardey ( below) phone Message

Wh BelSouth me an electronic copy of the
Florida Public Commission?

-—Original Message-—--
From: Buechele, Mark
Sent: Monday, 2y 15, 2002 5:01 PM

filed yostorday with the
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Page 20f2

Parkey,

As a courtesy, would you or Greg Foliensbes, please a-mail to me the Interconnection t which
purportedty was unfiaterally flled by Be¥South with the Florida Public Service Commission today.

MEB.

“The information transmitted Is intended only for the person or entily to which It Is sddressed and mey
retransmisvion, dissemination or

contsin confidentisl, propristary, andfor privileged material. Any review,
other use o, or taking of sny sotion in rellance upon, this information by persons or entities other than

the intended recipient is prohiblted. ¥ you received this in error, piease coniact the sender and delete the
material from sk compulers.”

e
|
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133-3001
o
gAnxﬁ a‘ﬁn.m
www.atin_ com
June 12, 2002

VIA FACSIMILE / EMAIL

Mr. Greg Follensbee

Lead Negotiator

BeliSouth Telecommunications, inc.
675 West Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30375

Subject  Supra-BeliSouth Fiorida Interconnection Agreement
Greg: '

On June 11, 2002, the Florida Public Service Commission ("Commission”) voted on
the Commission Staffs Recommendation on Supra's Motion for Reconsideration of
Commission Order No. PSC-02-0413-TP. As Commission Order No. PSC-02-0837-PCO-

TP conlemplated that the parties will have 14 days from the date of the Commission’s final
order to file an executed interconnection agreement, the parties need to address the

applicable language to be included in the agreement.

- Any negotiations with BellSouth regarding the final language to be included in any
executed interconnection agreement does not constitute a walver of Supra’s rights to
pursue, inter alia, anyandanadmlnhtraﬁve and/or appellate remedies available to it.

) In order to move forward, | requeatmatwoscheduleamoeﬁngtonegouataanyand
all applicable language. Please let me know your availability.

Siricerely,
i _

David Niison
CTO

Cc:  Olukayode A. Ramos
" Brian Chaiken, Esq.
Paul Tumer, Esq.

Exhibit "3"
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Buocm Mark
R — — ]

-

;:“t‘: Mark Buechele fbuechele @ atis.net)
To: ' mark.buechele @ stis.com

Subject: Fw: Florida interconnection Agresment
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Supra changes Supra Revised
Woes_06-12-03.7ip §301202.dp (48 w-s—m.)

» ~—-==0Original Message-----

> From: Follensbee, Greg [mailto:Grag.FollensbeeéBellSouth.com)
> Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2002 12:28 pM

> To: *‘Nilson, Dave’

> C¢; Jordsn, Parkey; ’'Paul Turner’ - -
> Subjact: RE: Florida Intercénnection Agreement ) .

> _ )

> s

> Daviad, o

>
> Here is what we suggest. Attached to this email are three zip files.

> One is the redline of the previcus redline that reflect tha changes

> decided by the FL PSC June 11. The second is the final agreement,

‘» which accepts all the redline changes. The third is, by document,

> what changes were made to the base agreement BellSouth started with.

> Thils incorporates both changes made the first time and changes made to
> reflect the recent FL PSC

Gecisions.

>

> We are available to talk to you Monday morming at 10 am, .after you

> have

had ) .
» a chance tc review these files.. At that time we can answer any

» questions you have on what we did, and set up time to review the

> language we have

fent ) )

you. To the extent time permits, we can go ahead and start on one of
the files.

If this is agreeable, please let me know and we will call Paul‘s

office at 10 am on June 17.

. ; ’ . - - - ' -
-~---0Original Message----- ' :

From: Nilson, Dave [mailto:dnilaon@STIS.com

Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2002 7:00 PM

To: Greg Follensbee (E-pail)

Subject: FPlorida Intercornection Agreement

Greg please call to arrange this meeting.

dnilson
<<Dgoc2.doc>>

VYV VYVYVYYVYYVYVYYYVYVEVYYVYYVYYY
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Busechele, Mark

m= Mark Buechele [buechele @ stis.net]
To: mark.buechelo O stis.com
Sublect: Fw: Cross Reference of lssues o Language
Follow Up Flag: Foliow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Attachment 2 Issues List Qus
om-oz_m..ns-u-oz_m Referenced t..
----- Original Message -----

Prom: "Follenabee, Greg®" <Greg.Follensbee@BellSouth.com>
To: *’David Nilson’" <dnilson@stis.com>; ®‘Mark Buechele’'® <buachele@stis.net>
Cc: *Jordan, Parkey" <Parkey.Jordan@BellSouth.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2002 1:09 PN

Subject: Cross Reference of Issuea to Language —

> As discussed yesterday morning, attached is a cross reference of each

arbitrated issue to language in the proposed follow-on agreement. As a result of
preparing this document, I have found two places where the proposed agreement did not
include language we had agreed to last fall. I am resending attachments 2 and 3, which
reflect revisions to incorporate the agreed to language. The changes are: 1) in
attachment 2, I bave added a new paragraph 2.5 to put in language on demarcation points
and 2} in attachment 3 I have replaced language in paragraphs 6.1.2, 6.1.3 and 6.1.3.1
with language agreed to on definition of local traffic. Of course, following paragraph
with no language changes will necessarily be renumbered. Last, I found a small typo in
attachment 2, paragraph 3.10.1, where a reference to paragraph 6.10 simply said 10,

>

> Bacause of the short time frame the FL PSC will be giving us to

> finalize

this follow-on agreement, Parkey and I have cleared our calendars all of next week and we
are prepared to talk every day to finish reviewing the proposed agreement.

> -

> Plu'-e call me with any questions

>

> <<Attachment 2 06-13-02_redline.doc>»> <<Attachment 3
06-13-02_redline.doc>»> <<Iasues List Cross Referenced to Agreement.DOC>>
»

> Interconnection Carrier Services

» 404.927 7198 v

404 529 7839 £

» Om.fon}n-beeihelllouth.com_ =

»
»
AL XIS TR TITT TS AR RIRRZZE R SRR FRT R 1 B XA Ty a g aapaar ey g g e gy iyt ey 3 T T 2L 4 44
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» *The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity

» to

thich it is addressed and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged
aterial. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any
iction in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended

‘ecipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and
lelete the material from all computers.”
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Buechele, Mark : et ——

From: Buechele, Mark
Sent: Waednesday, June 26, 2002 6:51 PM
To: Foflensbee, Greg’; Nison, Dave

. Buechels, Mark; Jordan, Parkey
Subject: RE: Negotiation of Follow-on Agreement
Parkey,

Wwithout Dave Nilson available on Friday, I will only be able to discuss a few issues.
what number should I call?

----- Original Message-----

From: Follensbee, Grag [mailto:Greg.Follensbee@BallScuth.com)

Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2002 6:41 PM

To: ‘Nilson, Dave’

Cc: Buechels, Mark:; Jordan, Parkey

Subject: RE: Negotiation of Follow-on Agreement - -

My recollection of our call on June-13th is quite differeat than yourg. On that cail I
suggested the following agenda for our call on the 17th, with which you agreed. Pirgst, I
would explain what was sent in more detail. Then I would respond to any questions you had
on the documents received, including formatting. Next, BellSouth would be prepared to -
begin with page one and start discussing the redline version page by page. At the point
where both Parties were done for the day, we would discuas the schedules for completing
the rest of the document. I did indicate we would not be able to finalize our work until
the FL PSC issued its order on reconsideration of issues, but I did say that this should
not result in much work, as we used the exact language in the staff rascommendation to
craft proposed language, and we could proceed without the order and finalize the 4 imsues
where changes were mads from the previous order. Your statement that I said we would only
be prepared to discuss the formatting of the document is totally incorrect.

BellSouth’s reccllection of the call thia past Monday is alsc different than yours. I did
agree to provida a separate document, which would cross-reference the issues arbitrated to
the section in the agreemant addressing the issues. Further, Supra did not point out
errors in the agreement. Supra questioned why the redline refersnced the issue relating
to specific performance but contained no associated language. We explained that BellSouth
won that issue and that no language was necessary. As to your comment hat it is an
arduous task to make sure this agreement incorporates all decisions of the FL PSC, that is
sxactly why we sent your company the agreement in March, so we could begin that process
with plenty of time to complete the task before a final agreement needed to be filed. A
comparison of the March document to this most reason document would reflect very few
changeg, as the PSC only revised its dacision on four issues. Unfortunately, Supra
choosé to do nothing in regards to reviewing with BellSouth that redline version, which
would have Arastically shortened the amount of work we not have bafore us and pust _
complete in’a short period of time. These and my previous comment are not meant as
inflamsatory but are sisply the facts.

In response to Supra’s availability, BellSouth his prepared to discuss the agresment with
Supra this Friday at 10:30, as well as all day July 1. We expect by now that Supra has
fully reviewsd ths document and the parties can have substantive discussions about any
issues where Supra thinks the agreement does not reflect the PSC's order.

----- Original Kessage-----

rom: Nilson, Dave [mailto:dnilason@STIS.com)
jent: Tuesday, June 25, 2002 4:06 PM

fo: Follensbee, Greg; 'David Nilson’

:‘cz Buechele, Mark

iubject: RE: Negotiation of Follow-on Agreemant

Composite Exhibit "6"
Page E32
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Greg

on my last email I omirted a portion of my response.
Resending

dnilson =s=sEcscsEcsErs s s s R R YR A T NN TSNS EE AT E N Nk

Greg

I am in recent of your attached e-mail of this morning and feel it is necessary to respond
to the same. .

First, I take issue with your statemsnt that on June 17 Supra was not prepared to discuss
the substance of the agreemant. I asked you on our June 13th telephone to help define an
agenda for June 17. You responded that you would only be prepared to discuss the
formatting of the document, as the Florida Public Service Commission had not yet offered a
formal order. I prepared accoxrdingly.

Notwithstanding our planned agenda:.for June 17th., my notes show that not only did we
discuss all formatting issues, but we also went on to discuss soms substantive issues and
possible errors which I detected as a result of the formatting inquiries. Theses errors
pertained to specific issues which I thought were resolved by the parties prior to the
hearing and first order

{3/26/02} in ¢0-1305. In this regard, at least two examples of potential errors were
identified to you. XB a result of thess srrors, my counsel (Mark Buechele) expiessed_ .
“concern over the changes and requested a detallsdt listing of the changes made by issue.
Given the substantial mmber of issues present, Mark Buschele wanted as ruch information
possible about the changes in order to ensure that the final agreemsnt reflects not only
the Commissions rulings, but also the prior agresments between the parties. Unfortunately,
this is & tediocus task that must be done by the lawyers to ensure accuracy. It is for
this reason that we first sought to open discussions on preparing the final document in
order to ansure that the parties had sufficient time to work out the final language. Maxk
Buechele has advised me that he is actively reviewing all the materials provided.
Unfortunately, hs had a family problem which made him unavailable yesterday, and he has
sent his apologiss.

As you know, we all anticipate the Commission to be entering its final order on Monday
{July 1st). Thereafter, the Commission has allowed the parties fourteen (14) days in
which to complete the final version. Obviously we are all moving forward at this time on
the assumption that the Commission will not change the staff recommendation on Supra’s
Notion for Reconsideration.

As for some of your inflammatory comments, I do not wish to dwell on such matters as thay
ars only counter-productive and get in the way of the task at hand. However, your
statement that Sypra has the template since Ssptember, 2000 is disingenuous since it
ignores the realities of time and the disputes in this docket. Even you admitted that it
was & task to retrieve what you thought was the original template submitted to the
Comnission back in September 2000. Given the fact that we only recently received an
electronic version of that submission, your copment is uncalled for and somewhat unfair,
Moreover, that document has been revised no less than thres times since September 2000 and
it bas been my observations that subseguent redlining may not be consistent with our priox -
agresmentse We received the most recent redlimes Thursday sfternoon, June 13, 2002, at
::iﬁh point we discarded the previous (March 12, 2002) version which we had besn working
th. : ‘

As to gcheduling. Yes I commicted to get back to you. However, my sfforts to see if our
schedules could be accosmodated had to cleared by Supra and BellSouth lawyers who had
previously expected both of us to be elsewhere over the next few days. Unfortunately, we
rere vnable to move your deposition on Wednesday; and due to the bifurcated deposition
schedules in Atlsnta this week, I will not be available the rest of the week. I had been
trying to resolve that and thought I could get back with you yesterday.

Jurrestly I am unavailable on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday; and thus would like to
‘ontinue our discussions on Monday morning July 1, 2002 at 10:00 AM. Mark Buechele has
idviged me that there may be some issues which he can discuss with Parkey Jordan without
g presence. However. Mark has advised me that he is not available on Thursday afternoon.
cordingly, Mark has stated that he would be willing to schedule a discussion for Priday

2
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morning &t 10:30 a.m. in ordar te discuss a limited amount of imsue x agks that you
confirm that this time is available (particularly with Parkey Jordan)and provide bim &
call-in number. His email address (new) is attarhed. rdan)and prov

dnilson

----- Original Message-----
From: Follensbee, Greg [mailto:Greg.Follensbee@BellSouth.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2002 9:29 AM

To: ‘David Nilaon’

Subject: Negotiation of Follew-on Agreement

Dave,

I did not hear back from you yesterday to reschedule the meeting to discuss the
interconnection agreement BellSouth has proposed in compliance with the decisions of the
Florida Commission. As you know, we had a mesting scheduled for June 17, but Supra was
not prepared to discuss the substance of the agreement. Supra cancelled our mesting
scheduled for yesterday, June 24, due to your outside counsel’s smergency.

At this point, Supra has had BellSouth’'s template since September of 2000; the majority of
the changes to incorporate the Commission’s order since March 12, 2002; and the language
to modify the four issuss that were changed in light of Supra‘’s motion_for reconsideration
since June 13, 2002. 1In addition, per your request during our conversation om June 17, on
June 18 I forwarded you a list of each arbitrated issue and how it was resolved (including
a reference to the section in ths agreement where appropriate language was incorporated).
I trust that by now Supra has had ample opportunity to review the proposed agresment, and
because the changes made to the template were either agreed upon in settlement
negotiations or pulled directly from the Commission decisionas, I don’t anticipate that
there will be many, if any, issuas we need to discuss.

If Supra can begin forwarding to us the issues that it feels need to be discussed (or
changes Supra believes need toc be made to comport with the Orders), we can begin looking
at those. In addition, we need to set aside snother day this week to talk about the
agresmant. Although you had suggested Wednesday, Supra is deposing me that day in
Arbitration VI, s0o I will obviously be unavajilable. However, we are available Thursday,
June 27, after 2:30 and Friday, June 28, until noon. Please lat me know if these times
work for Supra and if you will be able to send your comments to us this week.

Interconnection Carrier Services
404 917 7188 v

404 529 7839 £
greg.follensbeedbellsouth.com

'li'tﬁi..'*.tt**lit*.‘*itt.iI‘iﬁtitiI‘t!i!titit*tl’il’iitttﬁtttit‘ﬁ‘ii.tiit"‘*'
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“The information transmitted is intended only for the person cr sntity to which it is
addresséd may contain confidential, proprietary, and/or privileged materisl. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance
upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited. If you received this in error., please contact tha sender and dalete the
material from all computers.® '

Page E34




Page 1 of3

Buechele, Mark

From: Buechele, Mark

Sent:  Monday, July 01, 2002 10:04 AM

To: ‘Jordan, Parkey’; Buechels, Mark

Ce: Follensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Negotiation of Inferconnection Agresment Final Language

Parkey,
Thank you for your reaponse. Wmaddmhgﬂwncbmmdmrysﬁtmwtmﬂdﬁbﬁm,lwﬂm
that in our conversation F you unequivocally (and without reservation) stated that the venus

ohange. - -

— ———

—~—-Original Message—-
From: m,mw[mm:kmqmmm.com
rmm,mza,mn«m
o: '‘Buachele, ; Jordan, Parkey
Cc: Follensbee, Grag; Nison, Dave
Subject: RE: NqodnmnofnnnrmnnectbnAammnntFlna!uﬂguage

Muk,jmﬂobeclenrthntywundemmdourposition.wemattempﬁngmag;uvdthSmon
whuhngmneweuinincludeinﬂnintﬂwmwﬁmmntbuedonﬂwmcm. The

) puﬁumyweﬂmbiuminmeﬁmwﬁmﬁud:ewdupimﬂwfmmm

‘ Wwywmhﬁﬁmt&mmemdpwﬂmdmpm We only
dinuuedzmdﬁsmnin;withimpuﬁbhfwBeHSoumwdeﬁumimumhpoimif
Supuiainlmwithmmtofthewornot. If the two issues we discussed this
mhgm&@ymhmﬁwms“mhuMSanydxide.inmmmuof
nﬁmxbwtoSum‘nlmgungeortouomnpmmiumhoﬂ:ofMiam. BellSouth

- umpmﬁnddﬂlmingonthelmmmsudingmefommfmdimmoluﬁon

BeﬂSw&'spmiﬁmmMiuueismmeaﬂumq:ﬁmmmmmﬂnneﬂSmﬂl
wmpmeuﬂnbueqmementmdmmﬂnaduofduPSCmﬁninﬂnmmhnu
,mmm&m'm'mm'mmmmumm. BellSouth's
position remaing that shall is appropriate. If the parties uitimately cannot sgree on many of the
mﬁmmmemmnwemymwomoﬁmpoﬁﬁm. For now we are willing to
oompmm'leintheeffmmreachawmﬂu.butSupn'siumﬂmwediscunMondaym:y
impact our willingness to compromise.

Wiﬂaregxdtotheeffecﬁvedateofthugreemnt.ldonotagreewiﬂxyourcharwteﬁzaﬁomof
BellSouth's position, but we each clearly stated our respective positions this moming, and [ see
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would use in the recalculation of the Junc to December bills. Second, you have pulled one
sentence out of context (and not even the entire sentence) and have conveniently ignored the
remainder of the cmail, Supra had claimed that BellSouth's recalculation of the June to
December bills should be based on the FL commission's new UNE rates rather than the rates in
the agreement. By this time, BellSouth was aware that Supra was taking a position on
retroactivity that was contrary to what BellSouth believed and contrary to Mr. Ramos' testimony .
before the FPSC. Paul was also concerned about the effect of retroactivity on the June 5, 2001
award. Itold Paul that I would offer some language to try to settle these issues. In exchange for
using the rates from the new interconnection agreement in the recalculation of the bills, I would
agree to (1) use the date of signing as the date in the blank in the preamble, and (2) add &
sentence that says (and I paraphrase) despite the effective date in the preamble, the parties sgree
to apply these rates, terms and conditions retroactively to June 6, 2001. I was mezely trying to
settle disagreements of the parties regarding UNE rates applicable to June-December, 2001,
retroactivty of the agreement, and the preservation of the June § award in light of retroactivty. I
neither forgot about this email, nor did I make a misstatement, deliberate or otherwise.
BellSouth has never agreed to Supra's position on this issue. I offered a settlement that Supra
refused - Paul never responded to that email. However, it appears that you are deliberately
ignoring both the plain language of the email and the settlement context within which it was
offered in an effort to claim that BellSouth has changed its position. That is clearly and
obviously not the casc. )

I see no reason to continue to rehash these two issues. We will continue our discussion on
Monday and will hopefully get through all of Supra's issues or disagreements with what
BellSouth has proposed (if any).

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecomrmmications, Inc.
404-335-0794

~——Original Message—

From: Buechele, Mark [maikto:Mark.Buechele@stis.com)

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2002 3:58 PM

To: Jordan, Parkey

Cc: 'Follensbee, Greg'; Nilson, Dave

Subject: Negotiation of Interconnection Agreement Final Language

Parkey,

This note will serve to memorialize our telephone conference this moming regarding our negoliation of
final language for inciusion In the follow-on agresment.

mnwdmbnhﬁmmhg.mmodﬂﬁmmnphﬁdmememd
BeliSouth wit change the word “shall® back to the original word of “may® used in the template
filed with the FPSC. Accordingly, the first sentence of that paragraph will read as follows:

;ﬁwqtum:mmmmgwmm:.mdlmymmdn"z
interpretation of any provision Agreement or ss o proper implementation
MMMmmmMI«:ﬂmﬂmdUMM'

We also disouseed at length the effective date to be used in the new follow-on interconnection
agreement. Rt is your posiion that because the current interconnaction agreament has a ciause desling
with , that this necessarly means that the effective date of the new follow-on agreement must
be June 10, 2000. My position s that the tempiate filed with the FPSC at the siart of this arbitration
contained a biank date. Typically, parties leave the eflective daie of a contract biank when they intend to
use the execullon date as effective date. Because the parties cannot usually predict when the
agreement will be executed, they leave the data biank. In line with this practice, i ls my recollection that
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mmdmzmmmmmumam - -
hwmumwmwmmmmmmwschm.mnnmmm
that this means the sffective dste Is the exeoution date. We aiso agree that It makee little sense
% sxacute an (whhhwlhammmoo-ﬂocﬂndah).WWhﬂnmbmg
new negolistions .FumﬂmmbolhngmmmaolsmwATT
oxscuted thelr follow-on um.unmm\mmmmm ! have since
mmmmmuhmAﬂmﬁmm1M1 (L.e. the date
mmm“““m'”'m?“““““““?“““m&m'wm
' y the over to {or sven an
date of June 10, 2000, parties Soreed
Given the fact that the naver agread to an effective date of June 10, 2000 and in fact we had

Finally, pursuant 1o our converaation this momi » we will be caling your office on Monday moming at
10:30 a.m. to continue thees discussions. "0 9

wmmmywwmu.mwmwwmummmm.
MEB. -

ot -

mmmuwmrwum oF entity to which It Is addressed and may
wmm.mmmwmmm«
OMqudeMhmMmmmwmwmwm
the.intended recipient is prohibited. rmmmmm,mmmmmmmm
material from sl computers,”
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Buechele, Mark
B

From: Jordan, Parkey {Parkey.Jordan @ BeliSouth.COM}
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2002 11:47 AM

To: mark.buschele @ stis.com’

Subject: Settlement Language

Mark, Greg and I have reviewed the document you referenced, the *Stipulated Settlement of
Issues® document that Brian sent on September 24. This document was not filed with the
cosmission and is not a final settlement. I think the document Greg forwarded to you
covers the agreed upon issues.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

404-3325-0794

ISR SRR R AR R AR AR Rt it el Iy L e Y 2 LR R R sy I s I IR eI sT
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*The information transmitted is—intended only for the person or entity to which it is .
addreassed and may contain confidential, proprietary, and/ox privileged material. Any :
review, retrausmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance f"
upon, this information by persons or entities othar than the intended recipient is ¢
prohibited. If you received this in error, pleass contact ths sender and delete the

material from all computers.®
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Buechele, Mark '

From: Jordan, Parkey [Parkey.Jordan @ BeliSouth.COM]
Sent: Monday, July 01, 2002 3:12 PM

To: ‘mark.buechele @stis.com’

Ce: Follensbee, Greg

Subject: FW: Arbltration lssues

Mark, attached is an email I forwarded Brian after the Juns 6, 2001 intercompany review
board meeting. As you can see, 10 issues had been withdrawn by Supra at issue 1D (meaning
there is no language to include or atrike - the issue was simply withdrawn). Thres
issues, 2, 3, and 39, were closed during the June 6§ mesting. Brian or Adenat should have
notes regarding these issues. Supra withdrew issue 39 (again, no there is no language to
include or delete). Issue 2 was resolved by the parties agreeing to include the
confidential information language from the existing agresment. Similarly., issue 3 was
resolved by the parties agreeing to include the insurance language from section 21A of the
existing agreemsmt. I only have hand written notes regarding the parties’ discussion of
these issues. Notice that issue 2 is also inciuded on the October email. Prior to the
parties’ madiation with the staff, there had been some confusion about whether issus 3 was
closed because testimony had been filed on the issue. The parties thereafter agreed that
issue 2 was in fact closed. —_

—_—

I don‘'t belisve any confirmation of the language went back and forth batween the parties,
as we agrsed to include language that already appeared in the existing agreement. I will
also forward to you in a separate email Brian’s response to my email below. I believe
with this email you now have information regarding each issue that the parties settled
prior to release of the Comnission’s order. If you plan to request any other information
from us for use in a review of the agreement, please let me know immediately.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommmnications, Inc.
404-335-0794

----- Original Message-----

From: Jordan, Parkey

Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 10:16 AM .
To: ’bchaikendstis.com’

Cc: White, Nancy ; Finlen, Patrick
Subject: Arbitration Issues

Bria_n.

Per my notes, there were originally 66 arbitration issues. I show 10
of thoss as being withdrawn during issue identification. Those are 6,
30, 36, 37, 43, 50, 54, 56, 58 and 64. During the June 6 meeting we
discussed 24 unresclved issues (in addition to the 24 issues I am _
referencihg, we also discussed and withdrew i{ssue 64, but as we had -
previously withdrawn it, I am not considering it as part of our
»aeting yesterday). Of the 24 unresolved issues we discussed, we
resolved or withdrew thres additional issues, namely, issues 2, 3 and
39. That lesves 32 arbitration issuas that Supra will not discuss
until it receives network information. Does this line up with your

* notes and/or recollection?

* v v ve ve e VY VVYNVVVYYYYVYY

Parkey Jordan
+ 404-335-0794

l"tt'_ttttiﬁttﬁ*"*iitﬁt"tiiti*itittﬁitil‘iiii*ﬁiiii.iiltittt***i*il_‘il‘i***.*tl‘*l*itif.tii*t
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Buechele, Mark.

From: Jordan, Parkey [Parkey.Jordan @ BeliSouth.COM]
Sent:  Tusaday, July 02, 2002 4:09 PM

To: "Buechele, Mark’; Jordan, Parkey

Ce: Follensbee, Greg; Nilson, Dave

Subject: RE: Negotiation of interconnection Agreemnent Final Language

Mark, I see no need to continue to rehash these discussions. BellSouth does not agree and has never
agreed with your position on the arbitration issue regarding the appropriate fora for resolution of
disputes between the parties. Purther, we are not annoyed that you will not accept BellSouth's
representations that BellSouth's document accurately reflects the agreement of the parties. To the
contrary, we are annoyed that after having this document since June 13, and after scheduling four
meetings, you have made no effort to verify independeatly that the agreement we provided comports
with the BellSouth template, the voluntary resolution of issues between the parties, and the
commission's order. BellSouth belicves the document is accurate. We assumed that Suprs would be
able to review the documnent and reach its own conclusions as to whether it agrees or disagrees with
specific provisions of the document. Further, yesterday (July 1), just after our 1:30 call, I seat you the
remaining documentation you requested relating to the resolved or withdrawn issues.

BellSouth has made and will continue to make time to discuss these issues. BellSouth is still planning to
meet with you Wednesday, July 3, as scheduled. Please be prepared to discuss any issues that Suprs has
with the proposed agreement. We are also available to continue any discussions, if necessary, on Friday,
July 5.

. Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

—Original Message—
From: Buechele, Mark [malito:Mark. Buechele@stis.com)

F e - - -
| am in receipt of your e-mall of this moming. | assume that your e-mall was prepared last night, but then sent this
moming, hence the incoirect references to the proper day.

Pt o o et Bl e ik S
ou were
sccyrately reflect the parties’ wmommmy;}'euwmormmm

Puowﬁambn.aofyubﬁayyouwmsﬁlmaﬂewwppoﬂaudmmuudouamma
allegedly voluntary agreements between the parties. | would have thought that all changes made by BeliSouth as
amuﬂdvolunurymhwouldhaveboenwaﬂdoammtodwmamfemmmthedowmmw

Composite Exhibit "10"
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omucorrupmg)whbhmcmoﬂaﬁzamowmmymt. Unfortunately, this may not be true in all
mmlnwmmhawpmmhmmm«mhmmbm. ay

arbitration
as & vanue for dispute resolution, Mmmammummmmm On Monday you
agroedwmm.bnnmhmmmdyourmbnmmlymmhmm«.

Parkey Jordan
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
404-335-0794

—Qriginal Message— - -~

Frpm: Buechele, Mark Ro:Mark.Buechele@stis.com
Sant: Hulhy,deOl,[';oz 10:04 AM _ :
Te: Yordan, H M!dl,b::k

Cez H

S T o oo st ol e

Thank you for your response. wmmmmmammmmnmhwm.l
wﬂdhmeﬁay'momgmmM(mwmm)wm
mmummummmuummwmmmnmmm. Your
Follensbee must oo memﬁlud lh“ﬂull o :z“v:::tn Py

must approve our ; and that We BDree upon our
Msmhmmorww&m.l&mmdeMMhm.mmm
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